More Than Mission Accomplishment

Colonel Peter J. Varljen, U.S. Army

Leadership ranks as the single most important ingredient to success-
ful warfighting. Yet, feedback from the field indicates that current
leader development practices are flawed. Colonel Peter J. Varljen
identifies the problem as stemming from an officer evaluation system
preoccupied with quantifiable results, and he suggests the solution is

to emphasize the intangible results of successful leadership.

The aim of leadership is not merely fectiveness of its organizations. Instead, it concen-

to find and record failures in men, but trates overwhelmingly on evaluating the quality of
to remove the causes of failure leadership development by leaders’ product: mission
__W. Edwards Demirig accomplishment. A cascading effect ensues. The

Army emphasizes mission accomplishment over
HE QUALITY of Army leadership has re- other leadership competencies, such as morale and
cently been questioned. If you believe what igliscipline. Mission accomplishment is rewarded as

being written, there exists in the Army today—  the sole criterion of good leadership. Leadership train-

0 A serious generation gap between Babyng and supervisor reinforcement is limited and in-
Boomers and Generation X, resulting in a dramatigdequate. Therefore leaders are not fully developed.
increase in captains leaving the Artny. Comprehensive leadership is not practiced. Instead,

0 An increasing lack of trust between junior andhe primary focus is on getting the job done, often
senior officers, according to Army surveys of maat the expense of people and the organization. Sub-
jors attending the U.S. Army Command and Genrerdinates become disillusioned, which precipitates a
eral Staff College (CGSC). leadership crisis.

0 An increasing number of senior officers turn- In theory, the Army’s popular slogan “Mission
ing down battalion and brigade commands, citing thefrirst, People Alwaysis on targetin practice, how-
disillusionment with command climate and senioever, Army leaders often put mission first but ne-
leadershifd. glect peopleespecially in leader-development pro-

Do these trends indicate that many senior leadrams. That the Army is in the midst of a trust crisis
ers lack the interpersonal skills or the moral convids not surprising. U.S. Army General (Retired)
tion necessary to practice sound leadership? Cdrrederick Kroesen reiterates that this crisis is not
tainly junior leaders’ growing disenchantment withnew. In fact, during at least six distinct periods in
senior leaders indicates a problem, if one assumé&gmy history since World War |, lack of trust and
that perception is reality. The Army can neither coneonfidence in senior leaders caused the so-called best
firm nor deny a leadership problem exists becaus#d brightest to leave the Army in droveBhe
it chooses not to comprehensively or officially evaluguestion is, “What can be done to prevent this cycle
ate the quality of leadership development and the dfom continuing?”
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strongly emphasizes mission accomplishment as a Wel sr?yh“Gopd_Iea’(’:Igrs V‘r’]i.” E’allways »
leader’s key responsibiliyThe FM quotes General 2ccomplish the mission.” Yet, history provides

Douglas MacArthur’s warning that “our mission... rln?]n)éetﬁamples. of poorvl\?aders vvtho a(t:aqom'
is to win our wars... There is no substitute for vic- _PISN€d € mISsion. ... Yve cannat sustain an
tory: that if you lose, the nation will be destroyéd.” &My at peak operational capability by focusing

Yet, unlike earlier versions, FM 22-100 equally em- solely on mission accomplishment.
phasizes that “beingist technically and tactically

proficient may not be enough [and] that the Army, commander’s effectiveness in counseling and de-
would need leaders of competence and characi@g|oping leadership skills in subordinates when the
who not only acted to accomplish their mission bufesyits might not manifest themselves for years?
also acted to improve themselves, their leaders, theifo\w can we measure a leader’s impact on organi-
unit, and achieved excellenceThis new balance zational effectiveness and morale when leaders ro-
acknowledges the Army's repeated failure to eMeate quickly? How can we measure subordinates’
phasize adequately the full spectrum of leader afryst and confidence in their commander at the time
tributes, skills, and actions, and it provides a goog commander’s evaluation is due? So we say, “Good
first step toward correcting this deficiency. But, doegeaders will always accomplish the mission.” Yet, his-
it go far enough? _ _ tory provides many examples of poor leaders who
The Army’s leadership model relies on the thregccomplished the mission. In the meantime, captains
fundamental tenets of Be, Know, Do. These, in turre leaving the service while resident CGSC students
rest on nine supporting pillars of values; attributesang those declining command indicate they have lost
character; knowledge; experience-based trainingsith in senior leaders, despite those leaders’ impres-
counseling and mentoring; mission accomplishmentjye records of mission succéss.
opment. Leadership, similar to a physical structureapability by focusing solely on mission accomplish-
will only stand firm if its supporting pillars or foun- ment, The iong-term effectiveness and efficiency of
dation remain solid. Previous and current senior Afmyinjts and the fullest development of leaders require
to leadership. Army chiefs of staff have claimed thagyantifiable measures of leader competence. U.S.
leadership is key to military success, but they havRrmy General Bruce Clark’s adage, “An organiza-
failed to recognize that unless all of the competenion does well only those things the boss checks,”
cies are solidly developed, the Army leadershigrely applies to leadership procesestil Army
structure will collapse. Periodic neglect of multiple|eaders begin rewarding intangible indicators of ef-

leadership pillars has caused cyclical leadership CHective leadership, current priorities and behaviors
ses. Unless the Army corrects the problem, changgi|| not change.

will be excruciatingly slow. Failure could mean the . .
loss of at least one generation of effective futur&valuating  Leadership
leaders and possibly a return to the hollow army. In a recent Officer Evaluation Report (OER) up-

. . date, Army Chief of Staff General Eric K. Shinseki
Measuring  Leadership noted that “selection boards clearly indicate that the
Effectiveness OER is giving [the board] what they need to sort

FM 22-100 defines leadership as “influencingthrough a very high quality officer population and
people—by providing purpose, direction, and motiselect those with the greatest potential to lead our
vation—while operating to accomplish the missiorsoldiers.[However,] feedback from the field indicates
andimproving the organizatior?.Yet, if we review the OER is not yet meeting our expectations as a
most individual evaluation reports, all we find areleader development tooR'Can there be any more
citations of easily quantifiable tasks—missionreliable admission that the officer evaluation system
accomplishment. We see little mention of morendicates neglect of essential elements of leadership
unquantifiable aspects of leadership—contributionglevelopment?
regarding purpose, direction, motivation, leader de- The current OER does not adequately measure
velopment, and overall organizational improvementthe entire spectrum of leadership competencies that

Admittedly, these soft aspects of leadership arEM 22-100 outlined. The only portions of the OER
not easily evaluated. How can we reliably measurthat receive any credibility are the rater’s and the
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senior rater’s evaluation on “specific aspects of thessarily an ethical dilemma and implies that main-
performance and potential for promotidhThese taining the excellence of an organization is not
narratives focus largely on quantifiable aspects agnough. Stating that all organizations must be im-
mission accomplishment. Because most promotioproved is unrealistic and, at OER time, encourages
or selection boards have so little time to evaluatereative interpretation to reflect significant improve-
each record, they almost exclusively consider the seaents. Efforts to demonstrate endless improvement
nior rater’s rating over the rater’s, who in a majorserve only to compromise the integrity of everyone
ity of cases knows the individual better. The expeinvolved.
diencies of the review process, a process that is The fixation on superlative ratings—"the abso-
lute best of six battalion commanders”’—Ieads to a
self-centered, on-my-watch mentality. Such judg-
ments naturally tend to address a commander’s abil-
ity to accomplish the mission, often at the expense
of the organization and its people. This focus is fur-
ther exacerbated during short tours when making a
mark is often valued over the organization’s best
long-term interest®. This practice persists because
organizational effectiveness, leader development, and
command climate are not accounted for in rating a
leader’s performance. Nowhere on the OER is there
a specific requirement to evaluate the organization’s
further exacerbated by attempts to normalize theffectiveness or the quality of subordinate leaders’
rating across a bell curve or center-of-mass profilejevelopment. Though these aspects are sometimes
dilute even the narrow evaluation. While the currenincluded in the performance evaluation’s narrative,
OER appears to reduce evaluation inflation, it is ghey appear only because of the rater’s initiative to
poor substitute for honest, well-rounded feedback amclude them.
all leadership competencies. The latest version of the OER addresses the need
Although the new OER attempts to evaluate ato evaluate a leader’s attributes, skills, and actions.
officer’s character and how well he or she reflect¥et, it appears that the Army has no clear way to
Army values, it reduces the report to a go or no-gevaluate these dimensions because no guidance or
evaluation. Moreover, this go/no-go assessment couoriteria is provided for evaluating them. No indica-
tributes to junior officers’ perception of a zero-de-tion is offered about how the information derived will
fect Army because there is no recovery from a ndse used, and no feedback is given on how the rat-
go check. In “Military Leadership into the 21stings fit into the overall evaluation. Also, these rat-
Century: Another ‘Bridge Too Far’?,” U.S. Army ings of attributes, skills, and actions are totally sub-
Lieutenant General (Retired) Walter F. Ulmer, Jr.jective and superficial because they require the rater
asserts: “The Army does not enforce guidelines abounterely to check a block without comment. This cur-
leadership style except at the extreme edge of tleery assessment is particularly troubling because the
acceptable behavior envelope [and thus] permits Army does have some effective tools and processes
potentially unhealthy range of leader behaviéts.” to make such evaluations. Examples include com-
Does the Army believe that officers enter active dutynand climate surveys, organizational inspection re-
either with or without honor, integrity, courage, loy-sults, and 360-degree leadership assessment%ools.
alty, respect, selfless-service, and sense of duty? But, as long as the boss’s evaluation is the only one
not officers possess degrees of each? Cannot thékat counts, it is doubtful that organizational effec-
values be taught, learned, and developed? Doé&geness or leader development will ever receive their
someone deficient in these areas have the opport@ppropriate share of emphasis, time, or resources.
nity to learn from his or her mistake, to becom .
stronger and more reliable than someone who heei:é’aluatlon Concept Flaw:
never been tested? The Army’s current evaluatiohop-Down and One-Dimensional
form does not address these questions, much to theThe current evaluation system is one-dimensional.
detriment of the profession and its integrity. Its top-down rating approach tends to measure
The Army’s definition of leadership, which em- whether an individual kept his boss happy. Was the
phasizes improving the organization, creates unnemission accomplished? No one denies that mission

The current OER does not adequately
measure the entire spectrum of leadership
competencies that FM 22-106utlined. The
only portions of the OER that receive any
credibility are the rater’sand the senior rater’s
evaluation on “specific aspects of the perfor-
mance and potential for promotion.” These
narratives focus largely on quantifiable aspects
of mission accomplishment.
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Prewous and current senior Army Ieaders have failed to institute this holistic
approach to leadership. Army chiefs of staff have claimed fleaidership is key to military

success, but they have failed to recognize that unless all of the competencies are solidly
developed, the Army leadership structure will collapse.

accomplishment is essential to a military operatiorgxperimentation. Implementing this 360-degree feed-
but should mission accomplishment become the saleack will require considerable confidence-building to
determinant of a leader’s successful performance®ercome concerns that jealous peers or disgruntled
An evaluation system that uses mission accomplisisubordinates will provide distorted feedback. Until

ment as its sole measure of success— multidimensional feedback is institutionalized, the
0 Places individual interests (those of the bosgrmy will have difficulty refuting the perception that
and the subordinate) over the organization. senior leaders are self-serving, short-sighted, out-of-
o Provides an incomplete picture of leadershigouch, unethical, and averse to AsKolistic evalu-
abilities and potential. ations will address the shortcomings in morale, or-
0 Discourages counseling and organizationagjanizational effectiveness, and leader development
skills. that are increasingly evident.
o Compromises integrity by circumventing hon-
est, face-to-face assessments. Leader Development
0 Deters tough, long-term organizational devel- Leadership cannot be learned solely from a book.
opment or team-building processes. Although theoretical knowledge is essential and pro-
0 Fosters a zero-defect mentality. vides the foundation for understanding leadership, ex-

To avoid these negative consequences, evaluatgrsrience-based training is the most effective method
must expand evaluations to take into account pefer acquiring action-based skilfsThe Army’s lead-
ceptions of subordinates, peers, and the state of teeship training is flawed because it overlooks the im-
organization, together with the boss’s perceptions ambrtance of experience-based training.
with the record of mission accomplishment. Adding Leadership training in Army schoolhouses is cur-
these dimensions to the rating process will be cumently based overwhelmingly on book-learning. Ex-
bersome. Developing the process will take time andeptions are found in specialty training, such as
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Ranger School, the Special Forces Qualificatiomactually leading an organization is missing.

Course (SFQC), and escape and evasion coursesA frequent argument for not providing experience-

in which soldiers learn technical and tactical skilldbased training opportunities is that real leadership
and experience the challenge of leading in difficulteaching and learning begins in the unit under the
circumstances. Imagine trying to explain, even tavatchful eye of a company commander or platoon

sergeant. But if the Army does not cultivate or evalu-

ate the full spectrum of leadership skills, what is be-

ing passed from one generation of leaders to the
next? The fact is that there is little consistency. What
is being passed on is a hodge-podge of interpreta-
tions, theories, and practices that vary from unit to

unit and from leader to leader.

Admittedly, we find many examples in the field
where officers get it right—where good on-the-job
training and counseling are effectively practiced.
Unfortunately, there are many more cases where
leaders get it wrong and do a disservice to subordi-
nates. Because there is no consistent Army stan-
another soldier, what it is like going through Rangedard for conducting counseling, leadership develop-
School or SFQC. Without realistic, experience-baseghent is a hit-or-miss proposition.
training of an escape and evasion course, can we . .
even begin to imagine being a prisoner of war (\)%emforcmg Leadership
what it feels like to have the bends from not deconSKills through Counseling
pressing properly? The leader who chooses to ignore the soldier’s

Lectures and case studies cannot substitute feearch for individual growth may reap a bitter fruit
experience. The benefits of experience-based leardf disillusionment, discontent and listlessness. If we,
ing are evident in the superior performance, cohdbstead, reach out to touch each soldier—to meet needs
sion, and esprit de corps of specialty units, such #§'d assist in working toward the goal of becoming a
ine Ranger Regmen, Specil Forces, and so ol B~ el ey eOe e S
Even highly realistic anc_i $tressful joint experiencey coming together into an effective u%\it, but the
of Battle Command Training Program _(BCTP) ©X'means of holding together.
ercises make for effective trainiffgConsider what — General (Retired) Edward C. Mey&r.
the quantum leap in effectiveness across the Army
would be if experience-based training were applied Field Manual 22-100 specifically declares that
to attaining organizational and leadership skills.  “subordinate leadership development is one of the

Today, officers’ leadership training, from commis-most important responsibilities of every Army leader.
sioning source through the Army War College Developing the leaders who will come after you
comes almost exclusively from books. Summeshould be one of your highest prioriti€s’eaders
camps, training exercises, and rotational leadershigre directed to provide good counseling by means
positions, especially at West Point and in ROTC, ofof dedicated, quality time to listen to and talk with
fer excellent experience-based opportunities, but thjgnior leaders. Leaders should help subordinates de-
training is inadequate in terms of content, intensityyelop goals, review performance, and plan for the
and personal accountability. Experience-based traifidture. However, officers at all levels agree that
ing remains limited once an officer is commissionedgood counseling is not being performed routinely or
Leadership training in the basic branch schools comdequately. According to Ulmer, “Mentoring and
tinues to be almost exclusively classroom-based. Ti@aching have long been in the Army lexicon, but
apparent strategy is to teach what is in the fieltheir routine use is a localized phenomenon, highly
manual, then reinforce that knowledge through casgependent on the interests and skills of unit leaders.
studies of great battle captains. The Army then sayghere is no meaningful institutional motivation for
“Go forth. Emulate what you have read, and be su®eing a good coach, yet that skill is highly prized by
cessful leaders.” Learning leadership is not thagubordinates at every levét.”
easy. Book-learning and case studies provide a goodShinseki concurs: “Officers continue to say that
foundation, but the practical, individual experience ofhey are not being counseled. Commander’s coun-

. ______________________________________________________________|]
The fixation on superlative
ratings—"the absolute best of six battalion
commanders”—Ileads to a self-centered, on-my-
watch mentality. Such judgments naturally tend
to address a commander’s ability to accomplish
the mission, often at the expense of the organi-
zation and its people. This focus is further
exacerbated during shotburs when making a
mark is often valued over the organization’s
best long-term interests.

76 March - April 2003 1 MILITARY REVIEW



seling is key to leader development and &=,
mains one of the most important things vge
do to develop future leaders of our Army.l -

We all need to do better in making this par=-
of the OER function better so that we re-_é\"“‘

-

inforce our leader development principles® g« - .
We must slow things down and reenergize £+ &% N 8
the formal and informal counseling of our . h
officers, especially our junior officers who . B, ©
are feeling particularly pressured to leave "'I- [
the force.”® L A
The Army’s difficulty in sustaining an ef- - ..
fective counseling program is evident in its: " -
lack of an overarching process that can by k&
sustained in a rapidly changing, large geo . 2S
graphical area. Sustaining a stable profes, 243
sional counseling relationship is especiallys=s:
difficult in a culture where even stable per-- T
sonal relationships are difficult to maintain.| ""'..‘__
Little or no progress toward constructing® s =
this counseling program can be expectef .+ #iit
because we are not offering at any of the S ==~ {' g
routine career courses experience-base i = , ;
training in developing individual interper- | eadership training in Army schoolhouses is
sonal skillsx* ~currently based overwhelmingly dnook-learning.
~ The Army does, however, offer training Exceptions are found in specialty training, such as
in leadership procedures at junior-level Ranger School, the Special Forces Qualification
schools, where trainers explain forms andCourse (SFQC), and escape and evasion courses, in
work students through case studies. Bujhich soldiers learn technical and tactical skills and
where are the hard, uncomfortable, risky experience the challenge of leading difficult
encounters in which a student feels what iicircumstances. Imagine trying to explain, even to

is like to counsel and be counseled? Where another soldier, what it is like going through
are the consequences or feedback for coun- Ranger School or SFQC.

seling well or for missing the mark? Whera-- —_—_—_—_—_—————————
else can this occur while in a controlled en-
vironment under the guiding hand of a trained inThus, the current leadership crisis is but one symp-
structor? Despite the rhetoric, the Army allocatesom of a larger problem. Combining training in us-
little time to counseling skills. Nowhere in the ing interpersonal counseling skills with a multidimen-
military’s professional education system have thessional evaluation of all leadership competencies is
skills been integrated into experience-based learessential for a return to sound leadership practices.
ing objectives of the overall course. Is it any won- Surveys of current junior officers indicate that
der that junior leaders feel uncomfortable with theséhey understand what leadership should look like and
competencies? And if they do not feel comfortabléhe standards expected from them. Time and again,
in a school situation, how can the unit be the priefficers who become disenchanted say that their
mary leadership classroom and the commander teaders are not walking the talk. More important,
expert instructor? leaders are not counseling junior officers in the ways
The difficulty in changing the evaluation paradigmand techniques they need to become successful
is that most current leaders made it without the beeaders®
efit of solid counseling, so they have little incentive The Army’s strength lies in its leaders’ dedication
to overhaul a system that might have worked foto maintaining the highest standards. Leaders do this
them?® Unfortunately, the system worked for cur-by adhering to core values, living the leadership at-
rent leaders at the expense of unit effectivenessibutes, and exhibiting flawless character. The Army
command climate, and future leader developmenhas proven itself a mission-oriented institution, and
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it has earned world respect through dependable misient Accounting Office (GAO) report criticizing the
sion accomplishment. Army leadership is the founArmy for not providing leadership-training opportu-
dation of this great institution, so the Army has exhities to Department of the Army Civilians (DAC),
pended a tremendous amount of effort and resourctiee Army developed a four-level progressive and
to its development. By all accounts, the Army andequential competency leadership training pro-
its sister services are the envy of other governmegram?’ Both programs provide examples of suc-
organizations and commercial corporations. Howeessfully teaching and institutionalizing leadership at-
ever, cracks in the Army’s leader developmentributes. Such leadership attributes now appear to
be deemphasized byainstream military leaders. Of
note, not one book on Shinseki's suggested reading
list addresses organizational or leadership pro-
cesse& However, lessons learned from such pro-
grams could help solve today’s leadership crisis.
OE. Following Vietnam, the Army experienced
a leadership crisis while transitioning to an all-vol-
unteer force and confronting the daunting challenges
associated with the escalation of the Cold War. At
' that time, leaders’ inadequacies manifested them-
selves in racial strife, drug use, low morale, and poor
discipline?® The Army’s answer to this crisis was
program threaten the Army’s institutional core—itsOrganizational Effectiveness, a business philosophy
leadership. Leader development is not adequatetilat emphasized team-building, transformation, orga-
supported by experience-based training to reinforaeizational learning, and investing in people.
textbook theories. Counseling is little more than a On 1 July 1975, the U.S. Army Organizational Ef-
good idea. Almost every officer at every level acfectiveness Training Center (OETC) opened its
knowledges that good counseling is just not happeoors at Fort Ord, California. By 1980, more than
ing. Moreover, most officers recognize that the Army670 OE officers had been trained, certified, and as-
is not teaching, developing, or implementing thesigned to units and schoolhouses. Organizational Ef-
knowledge and skills necessary to teach officers hofectiveness improved the efficiency of units and the
to counsel. effectiveness of leaders as commanders, trainers,
Currently, leadership assessment focuses entireind counselor8.A 1979-1980 Army study of OE
on what officers accomplish, with little considerationfound significant improvement in certain command
for how the mission is to be accomplished. Little re€limate indicators, including morale, supervisory lead-
gard is given to the unit's effectiveness as an org&rship, consideration of subordinates, satisfaction
nization or its sustainability over the long term. Suclwith supervisors, fair treatment from the Army, and
oversight has led junior and midlevel officers to quegob satisfactiori* The demand for OE services and
tion senior leaders’ values, attributes, and charactgroducts increased exponentially despite their use
Inadequate leader development produces declibeing totally voluntary?
ing command climates, declining retention of junior Between 1980 and 1985, OE found its way into
officers, and increasing hesitancy of midcareer ofthe curriculums of the officer educational system and
ficers to serve in key leadership positions. At whatvas becoming institutionalized. The Army was ready
point do the crumbling pillars and cracks in the supto expand OE to encompass larger organizations.
porting foundation cause the leadership structure féet, despite its growing success, in 1985 the Army
collapse completely? More important, what can théerminated the OE program. The most plausible
Army do to rebuild the shaky pillars and restore leadreason was that personnel and funding resources

Implementing this 360-degree feedback

will require considerable confidence-building to
overcome concerns that jealous peers or

disgruntled subordinates will provide distorted

feedback. Until multidimensional feedback is
institutionalized, the Army will have difficulty
refuting the perception that senior leaders

are self-serving, short-sighted, out-of-touch

unethical, and averse to risk.
|

ership to its full potential? became convenient bill-payers for building the
. Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC), a facility
Solutions that, interestingly, would develop leader skills that

The Army has a history of successful experiencezould easily be measured in terms of mission ac-
based, full-spectrum leadership programs. The largomplishment?
est and most promising was the Organizational Ef- The process of bottom-up development of orga-
fectiveness (OE) program, which flourished fromnizational goals and objectives, based on the organi-
1975 to 1985. Then, in response to a 1985 Goveraational strengths and problem-solving processes at
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ROTC cadets attending the National
&' Advanced Leadership Camp, Fort
Lewis, Washington, form up for a
briefing about rules of engagement
for their field training exercise,
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Today, officers’ leadership training, from commissioning source through the
Army War College, comes almost exclusively from books. Sunamps, training exercises,
and rotational leadership positions, especially at West Point and in ROTC, offer
excellent experience-based opportunities, but this training is inadequate in terms of
content, intensity, and personal accountability.

the lowest level, was incompatible with the Army’sover whether OE was headed in the right direction
top-down leadership style, which relies on hierarchier had grown too big and was abandoning its basic
cal structures and centralized control. As OE beggprocess approach, there is little doubt that the pro-
to flourish, it conflicted with the traditional military gram had growing acceptance and was showing
decisionmaking cultur&.Furthermore, in his doc- promise in improving organizational effectiveness.
toral thesis “Tops Down Kick in the Bottoms Up,” Did disbanding this successful program at the time
Christopher Paparone says, “Those who controlletthe Army was at its historic best directly contribute
the budget of the Army were never convinced tdo the subsequent decline in leadership proficiency?
accept the cost and methods of OE without somé/e have already noted that the Army cannot an-
centralized control and centralized accounting of thewer this question, because it has no formalized pro-
efficiency of the progrant® The reason behind this cess to evaluate OE or leader development.
nonacceptance was that leadership processes ar®AC Training. Currently, the Army has an or-
hard to define and measure. Also, the Army did nhaganization dedicated to leader development. Under
do a good job of measuring, documenting, or marthe Center for Army Leadership at Fort Leav-
keting their successes. As Paparone says, “The veepworth, the Civilian Leadership Training Division's
nature of ‘touchy-feely’ OE flies in the face of (CLTD) charter provides all Army civilians a com-
snake-eatin’, ass-kickin’, REAL Army guy®” mon core leadership-training curriculum from entry-
Organizational Effectiveness ceased to exist, buével career interns to top-level executive manag-
many OE processes and underlying philosophies aees®” CLTD’s underlying philosophy, similar to OE’s,
still evident in operational planning and follow-onis that OE is an internal collaborative process that
leadership programs. Although there is controversgmpowers the organization to evaluate itself critically,

MILITARY REVIEW 1 March - April 2003 79




set its own priorities, and measure progress towaiaer participant, the return on investment was 230 per-
effectiveness. The program is based on building trusent or 326 percent, depending on whether the super-
and confidence through cohesion and empowermenisors’ or the students’ value-added perceptions were
More important, it recognizes and builds on the leaddsed in the calculatioi$More important, after stu-
ership model’s nine supporting pillars (values; atdents returned to their home stations and as the
tributes; character; knowledge; experience-basethining’s value to the individual and to the organiza-
tion became increasingly apparent, organizations began
sending more people to attend the course. Eventu-
ally, organizations requested the course be exported
and taught to their entire organization. This began a
new dimension of CLTD known as “consulting.”
CLTD has developed and conducted everything
}rom basic team-building command climate work-
shops and command transition, to complete, long-
term organizational improvement prograthshis
has become a genuine bottom-up, incremental, or-
ganizational improvement movement that, like OE,
is now at the threshold of having an Armywide
effect.
training; counseling and mentoring; mission accom- Will CLTD be allowed to mature and flourish? Or,
plishment; organizational effectiveness; and leadewill its resources also be cut and given to another
development) to positively influence professionalprogram that simply enhances leaders’ technical pro-
traits, individual development, and organizational efficiency rather than other, more fundamental lead-
fectiveness. ership attributes and skills? If leadership development
Ironically, this civilian-oriented program beganwere a piece of equipment and evidence suggested
about the time the Army abandoned its OE progranthat a change in design was warranted, would not
Two circumstances spurred the civilian-oriented prothe Army upgrade it? Why then is the Army so
gram. First, military personnel perceived that civil-reluctant to make such obvious changes in the cur-
ian counterparts, especialiyose who supervised rent leadership training design?
military personnel, lacked leadership skills and were
incapable of holding key positions. Second, supervithe Way Ahead
sory civilians complained that they were not offered Leadership, more than any other skill, is consis-
leadership training opportunities as afforded theitently heralded as the Army’s load-bearing pillar.
military counterpart® When the Army is at its best, leadership is the key
Since 1986, CLTD has trained more than 68,00(ngredient. When it is at its worst, we hear of a lead-
people ranging from interns to Senior Executive Seership crisis. So what makes the difference? Possi-
vice (SES) and general officéfdnfortunately, an bly it is leadership training, the effort to hone
attempt to quantify the program’s value did not benonquantifiable leadership skills that do not auto-
gin until 1997 in response to pressure to reprioritizénatically develop simply because the Army teaches
people and dollars. Yet in the last 3 years, at the juteaders to be technically proficient. Moreover, lack
ior level (up through General Schedule [GS]-11), endsf counseling denies junior officers the opportunity
of-course evaluations noted an average 15.23 pdp learn from mistakes and from the experiences of
cent increase in each of 24 leadership dimensioiteeir seniors. Finally, the evaluation process fails to
and attributes. At the senior level (GS-12 and abovéalance all leadership tasks (mission, organization,
and lieutenant colonels [LTC] and colonels [COL]),and leader development), nor does it foster the highest
surveys were solicited from students and their siethical standards. As the Army learned as it repaired
pervisors immediately after the course ended anitself after the Vietnam war, both individual and unit
then 6 months later. Evaluations of key leadershipxperience-based leadership training are essential.
skills indicated an increase of 9.5 percent on 13 lead-he Army must maintain balance between mission
ership behavioral indicators as reported by the s@ccomplishment, organizational effectiveness, and
pervisor, and a 13.5 percent increase as reported leader development.
students. When applied as a ratio between increaseTo develop the next generation of senior leaders,
of value in salaried skills compared to training costthe Army must implement—

The apparent strategy is to teach
what is in the field manual, then reinforce that
knowledge through case studies of great battle
captains. The Army then says, “Go forth.
Emulate what you have read, and be successfu
leaders.” Learning leadership is not that easy.
Book-learning and case studies provide a
good foundation, but the practical, indi-
vidual experience ofactually leading an
organization is missing.
L |
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0 Leader development doctrine that emphasiz The difficulty in chanaing th Ut
that leadership is more than just accomplishing the 1€ difficUity In changing the evaluation
mission. paradigm isthat most current leaders made it

0 Progressive, sequential, experience-based leadVithout the benefit of solid counseling, so they
ership OE training, have little incentive to overhaul a system that

o Multidimensional tools for counseling and Might have worked for them. Unfortunately, the

evaluating the full spectrum of leadership traits, skillsSYStem worked for current leaders at the expense
t of unit effectiveness, command climate, and

and actions, and this entire leader evaluation mus
be part of the promotion, assignment, and school future leader development.
selection process.
0 Specific evaluation measures that hold leadergadership to function, just as any building must have
accountable for organizational effectiveness and subl its load-bearing walls intact to remain standing.
ordinate leader development as a criterion equal to Will the Army ever learn? Ulmer hit the mark:
mission accomplishment, of which accountability for‘Strong conclusions about required competencies
effective and routine counseling is most critical. ~ and behaviors have rarely produced powerful and
0 Safeguards against future efforts to eliminaténtegrated new policies designed to support the de-
full-spectrum leadership development and organizarelopment of the heralded attributésSolving the
tional effectiveness as a bill-payer for other proieadership crisis will depend on whether Army lead-
grams, especially after correcting current leadershigrs can understand and institutionalize the leadership
deficiencies. model through diligent training and effective, multi-
History shows at least one thing: every time thelimensional evaluation of the full spectrum of lead-
Army disregards the relational aspect of leaderership competencies. More important, the Army
ship—the part that causes human interaction to beaust stick to the experience-based leader-develop-
come effective and organizations to operate effiment process. Otherwise, the Army cannot reach
ciently—the Army’s decline is sure to follow. All its full potential or confidently refute the cyclical
pillars in the leadership model must be strong foclaims of a leadership crisi®R
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